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Performance trend should be interpreted 
together with the enrolment trend (next slide)
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Assuming that in Indonesia, 15-year-olds not covered by PISA would have 
performed amongst the bottom 75% had they sat the test in 2003
Reading Mathematics Science
Indonesia achieved rapid improvement in access to school, 
without lowering the quality of learning
Fig I.9.5
Average mathematics and science 
performance would have improved by 
11 score points in PISA 2018 compared 
to 2003 if all those15-year-olds that 
were not covered by PISA 2003 sat the 
PISA test at that time 
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The share of low-achievers increased by around 
17 percentage-points compared to PISA 2009
Level 1a
Level 1b
Level 1c
Below Level 1c
Students at Level 1 or below
Students at Level 2 or above
Level 6
Level 5
Level 4
Level 3
Level 2 
Students’ proficiency in reading
Fig I.5.130% of students achieve the minimumlevel of reading proficiency or higher
levels
All girls and boys should learn and 
meet their full potential
…. regardless of their background
Equity 
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Percentage of variation in performance explained by social-economic status
Reading performance and equity in PISA 2018
H
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8% of the variation in performance is 
explained by socio-economic status 
(OECD average: 12%)
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Fig II.2.2
Gender gap in performance
Fig II.7.1
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Fig II.8.7
-2
-1.5
-1
-0.5
0
0.5
1
Pe
ru
U
ru
gu
ay
U
ni
te
d 
Ar
ab
 E
m
ira
te
s
Th
ai
la
nd
Au
st
ra
lia
H
on
g 
Ko
ng
 (C
hi
na
)
Tu
rk
ey
Lu
xe
m
bo
ur
g
Br
az
il
Sa
ud
i A
ra
bi
a
C
ol
om
bi
a
Pa
na
m
a
Ph
ilip
pi
ne
s
Ar
ge
nt
in
a
B-
S-
J-
Z 
(C
hi
na
)
Is
ra
el
U
ni
te
d 
St
at
es
N
ew
 Z
ea
la
nd
Sl
ov
en
ia
M
al
ta
D
om
in
ica
n 
R
ep
ub
lic
M
ac
ao
 (C
hi
na
)
In
do
ne
sia
Jo
rd
an
M
or
oc
co
C
an
ad
a
U
ni
te
d 
Ki
ng
do
m
Be
lg
iu
m
Sw
itz
er
la
nd
Ire
la
nd
Sp
ai
n
D
en
m
ar
k
G
er
m
an
y
Le
ba
no
n
Br
un
ei
 D
ar
us
sa
la
m
Sw
ed
en
Ko
re
a
Ba
ku
 (A
ze
rb
ai
ja
n)
O
EC
D
 a
ve
ra
ge
Sl
ov
ak
 R
ep
ub
lic
G
re
ec
e
M
ex
ico
R
us
si
a
N
or
w
ay
Vi
et
 N
am
Ja
pa
n
C
hi
le
M
al
ay
si
a
H
un
ga
ry
Q
at
ar
Ka
za
kh
st
an
Es
to
ni
a
Se
rb
ia
C
ze
ch
 R
ep
ub
lic
C
hi
ne
se
 T
ai
pe
i
Bo
sn
ia
 a
nd
 H
er
ze
go
vin
a
Ic
el
an
d
Fr
an
ce
Al
ba
ni
a
N
et
he
rla
nd
s
Be
la
ru
s
Si
ng
ap
or
e
M
on
te
ne
gr
o
G
eo
rg
ia
Ita
ly
C
os
ta
 R
ic
a
Po
rtu
ga
l
U
kr
ai
ne
Po
la
nd
Ko
so
vo
C
ro
at
ia
La
tv
ia
Fi
nl
an
d
Bu
lg
ar
ia
M
ol
do
va
Li
th
ua
ni
a
R
om
an
ia
N
or
th
 M
ac
ed
on
ia
M
ea
n 
in
de
x 
di
ffe
re
nc
e 
be
tw
ee
n 
ad
va
nt
ag
ed
 a
nd
 
di
sa
dv
an
ta
ge
d 
sc
ho
ol
s
Index of shortage of education staff Index of shortage of educational material
Difference in shortage of educational material and staff between 
advantaged and disadvantaged schools 
Fig II.5.5
Disadvantaged schools have more resources than advantaged schools
Disadvantaged schools have fewer resources than advantaged schools
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Fig II.3.1
14% of disadvantaged students  who 
are in the top national quarter of 
reading performance
How are students doing?
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Fig III.8.1
Student competition is relatively higher than student co-operation
Statistically significant differences between the 
index of student co-operation and the index of 
student competition are shown in darker tones
Student co-operation is relatively higher than 
student competition
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Based on students' reports about what language they speak at home most of the time%
Students who do not speak the language of instruction at home
Fig I.4.11
Across OECD countries, 12% of 
students reported to speak a language at 
home most of the time that is different 
from the language of assessment.
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Students' well-being, by socio-economic status
Students with positive well-being:
• satisfied with their lives
• do not feel like outsiders
• do not doubt their future plans when facing 
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Fig II.3.7
And teachers?
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